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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 11-15 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 11 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Gould et al. (hereinafter referred to as Gould, US Patent No. 6,073,097 filed Jun. 26, 
1997). 

As per claim 11, Gould discloses a computer-implemented method for facilitating 
text entry for creation of a document, the method comprising: 

receiving by a language model service (Fig. 4 item 158-update context language 
model) in a pre-processing mode of operation a range (C.4. lines 42-45, 57-65) within a 
document (C.29.lines 55-61 -training mode is interpreted as the pre-processing mode of 
operation, Fig. 35 item 594-range within a document) from a handler (Fig. 4 item 150- 
recognize module) for an input device (Fig. 4 item 122-microphone); 
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generating by the language model service advice regarding text (C.4. lines 57-65, 
C. 20. lines 17-55-the context is provided from the active document-Fig. 35 item 594, 
C.30.lines 6-42) under consideration by the handler (C.20.lines 35, 36-the recognition 
module) to insert within the document at the range (Fig. 38 item 613, Fig. 39 item 642, 
C. 31. lines 10-12-text editor creates a document), the language model service operating 
based on a context-based language model (C.4. lines 57-65, C. 20. lines 17-55-the 
context if provided from the active document-Fig. 35 item 594, C.30.lines 6-42) distinct 
from a language model utilized internally by the handler (Fig. 4 items 150, 158-the 
speech recognition language model is distinct from the contextual language model in all 
parts of Fig. 4, the recognizer comprises a distinct internal language model); 

providing by the language model service the advice to the handler for 
consideration by the handler in creation of the document (C.20. lines 29-41 -the language 
model service provides advice in the form of probability due to context to the handler- 
recognition comprising an internal language model, C.3.lines 1-4 "creating and editing 
texf-creating a document). 

As per claim 12, Gould discloses all of the limitations of claim 11, upon which 
claim 12 depends. Gould further discloses: 

determining by the handler the text under consideration to insert within the 
document at the range based on the advice provided by the language model service 
(Fig. 8, C.12.-C.13.-the handler determines the text under consideration by the context 
vocabulary, C.20.lines 29-41); and, 
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inserting by the handler the text under consideration within the document at the 
range (Fig. 39 item 642-inserted text, C.12.lines 17-18). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gould in view of DeStefano et al. (US Patent No. 6,308,187 filed Feb. 9, 1998). 

Gould and DeStefano et al. are analogous art in that they both involve spoken 
and written/text communication. 

As per claim 13, Gould discloses all of the limitations of claim 12, upon which 
claim 13 depends. Gould further discloses: 

inserting by the handler the text under consideration within the document at the 
range (Fig. 39 item 642-inserted text, C.12.lines 17-18). 

Gould does not disclose: 

inserting by the handler the text under consideration within the document at the 
range comprises so inserting the text at the range via a common text framework through 
an abstraction of the document as exposed by an owning application. 

However, as it is well known in the ad, Destefano et al teaches having an 
abstraction of the document exposed by an owning application abstraction of the 
document (C.7. lines 28-30-owning application, C.8. lines 26-29, Fig. 2 item 38-each data 
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item is owned by it's application, which is included in the common text framework of Fig. 
2 item 38). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to 
modifying Gould with Destefano et al. by including a common text framework through an 
abstraction of a document as part of text insertion. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to insert the corrections into the appropriate application, through a set of 
applications linked to the programs that determine the corrections (C. 3. lines 65-C.4.line 
4). 

As per claim 14, Gould discloses all of the limitations of claim 1 1 , upon 
which claim 14 depends. Gould further discloses providing by the language 
model service the advice to the handler comprises: 

accessing text within the range of the document (C.4. lines 42-45, 57-65) 

Gould does not disclose: 

accessing text within the range of the document via a common text framework 
through an abstraction of the document as exposed by an owning application thereof via 
the common text framework. 

However, as it is well known in the ad, Destefano et al. teaches having an 
abstraction of the document exposed by an owning application abstraction of the 
document (C.7. lines 28-30-owning application, C.8.lines 26-29, Fig. 2 item 38-each data 
item is owned by it's application, which is included in the common text framework of Fig. 
2 item 38). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to 
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modify Gould with Destefano by accessing text through an abstract. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to access text belonging to an appropriate application in 
within a common text set of applications (C.3. lines 61-64). 

6. Claim 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gould 
in view of Bellegarda et al. (US Patent No. 6,308,187 filed Feb. 9, 1998). 

Gould and Bellegarda et al. are analogous art in that they both involve message 
recognition. 

As per claim 15, Gould discloses all of the limitations of claim 11, upon which 
claim 15 depends. Gould does not disclose: 

the advice provided by the language model service to the handler for the input 
device in the pre-processing mode of operation comprises a best path through a lattice 
maintained by the language model service. 

However, Bellegarda teaches the advice provided by the language model service 
(CAIines 14-21-the word models provide advice-probabilities) to the handler for the 
input device in the pre- processing mode of operation comprises a best path through a 
lattice (C.8. lines 24-26, 33, 34 "the phone drinks" and "the phone drinks" using the 3- 
gram model-the tri-grahn model with the choices "rings, drinks and shrinks" indicate the 
lattice paths available, and by the score/probability the best path is determined, 
C.9.lines 1-8-best path choices), maintained by the language model service (C. 8. lines 
23-26). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one 
ordinarily skilled in the art to modify Gould with Bellegarda et al. by having a lattice to 
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determine best path for recognition. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
utilize well known lattice method for word selection (C.8.lines 14-34). 

Allowable Subject Matter 
7. Claims 1-10, 16-25 are allowed. 

The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: 
As per claims 1, 8 and 23, the instant application is deemed to be a non-obvious 
improvement over the invention presented in US Patent No. 6,285,785, Bellegarda et al. 
The improvement comprises having a language model service shareable among 
handlers for input devices wherein the handler relies on a first model for determining 
text entry and the language model service relies on a second language model distinct 
from the first language model, the second language model related to a context of the 
document within range, the advice fro consideration by the handler, wherein the handler 
determines and enters text in order to create the document after considering 
conclusions of the first language model and the second language model; and a 
correction mode of operation, wherein after considering the suggestions of a number of 
different handlers and a second language model, a language model service determines 
text corrections. 

Claims 2-7, 9, 10, 24 and 25, further limit their parent claims and therefore are 
allowed. 

As per claim 16, the instant application is deemed to be a non-obvious 
improvement over the invention presented in US Patent No. 6,285,785, Bellegarda et al. 
The improvement comprises having a correction mode wherein a number of different 
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handlers for a number of different input devices //ere initially responsible for insertion of 
text, each of the different handlers implementing a language model distinct from a first 
language model, and determining corrections to text by a language model service after 
considering a first language model and the suggestions received from the different 
handlers. 

Claims 17-22, further limit their parent claims and therefore are allowed. 

8. Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later 
than the payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably 
accompany the issue fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled "Comments on 
Statement of Reasons for Allowance." 

Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Maeda et al. (US Patent No. 4,651 ,289 filed Mar. 17, 1987) teaches 
language model sharing utilized various language models tailored to 
various applications, having multiple input, for pattern recognition and 
display. 

Besling et al. (US Patent No. 6,363,348 filed Oct. 1998) teaches having a 
pre-processing mode of operation, which comprises determining a best 
path through a lattice for word recognition, and having a language model 
which utilizes contextual information along with a separate language 
model for speech recognition. 
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Yamada et al. (US Patent No. 5,692,097 Nov. 25, 1997) teaches having 
frame and lattice choice points for an input in determining a best choice in 
word recognition. 

10. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lamont M Spooner whose telephone number is 
703/305-8661. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 AM - 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil can be reached on 703/305-9645. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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